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WHAT CAN WE KNOW ABOUT JESUS ? 

Did Paul and Jesus preach the same gospel ? Nowadays much interest 
is centering about this question. If the Synoptists give us the gospel of 
Jesus, and if Paul's letters are a true exposition of his preaching, the dif- 
ference between the two is very noticeable. This raises the further question, 
Is Jesus or Paul the actual founder of historic Christianity? Scholars 
now recognize the fact of this breach between the two, but they differ 
either as to the possibility or as to the method of bridging it. The solutions 
usually presented fall into fairly distinct classes, according to what each 
writer regards as fundamental in Christianity. Some find this in the realm 
of dogma, while for others it is to be sought in the content of the religious 
life. Those who hold the former view, if they belong to the conservative 
wing, maintain a continuity between Paul and Jesus by discovering the 
essential presuppositions of the Pauline doctrines in the gospels; while 
the radicals, interpreting historic Christianity as primarily a fabric of 
dogmas of the Pauline type, find nothing of this in Jesus and so credit Paul 
with being the real founder of the new faith. It goes without saying that 
these interpreters ascribe no permanent validity to Paul's theology. Others 
who find the essence of the Christian faith in the inner life of piety, are 
able to detect a real unity in this respect between Jesus and Paul, and so 
can maintain that the former is the true founder of our religion. Julicher, 1 
Meyer, 2 and Wustmann, 3 have recently made contributions to this question. 
Of the three, Julicher is the most critical and scientific. He approaches 
his task having in mind especially Bousset's Jesus and Wrede's Paulus 
which previously appeared in the "Religionsgeschichtliche Volksbucher" 
series. The former had indirectly and the latter had explicitly emphasized 
the wide breach between Paul and Jesus, Wrede going even to the extreme 
of declaring that Paul was the real founder of our religion — had there 
been no Paul there would have been no Christianity. Wrede's work so 
impressed Julicher that, instead of entitling his own treatise, Jesus and 
Paul, as he had formerly intended, he changed it to Paul and Jesus. He 
grants that Wrede is right in pointing out the remarkable uniqueness of 
the apostle, but thinks he errs in having presented only one side of the 

1 Paulus und Jesus. Von A. Julicher. (" Religionsgeschichtliche Volksbucher," 
Reihe I, Heft 14.) Tubingen: Mohr, 1907. 72 pages. M. 0.50. 

2 Wer hat das Christentum begrilndet, Jesus oder Paulus ? Von A. Meyer. (" Leb- 
ensfragen.") Tubingen: Mohr, 1907. 104 pages. M. 1.20. 

3 Jesus und Paulus. Die Abhangigkeit des Apostels von seinem Herrn. Von 
G. Wustmann. (" Fur Gottes Wort und Luthers Lehr !") Giitersloh: Bertelsmann, 
1907. 84 pages. M. 0.60. 
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case; he has spoken only of Paul's theology and has utterly ignored the 
significance of his piety and personal religion. This gives Julicher his cue. 
First he treats of the gap between Paul and Jesus, and shows that it is not 
so wide as has sometimes been supposed. In advocating gentile missions 
Paul was merely giving a theoretical dress to what was already implicit 
in Jesus' own teaching, and in attaching importance to Jesus' death, resur- 
rection, and lordship he was following lines already indicated by his prede- 
cessors; and to say that he wholly ignored the earthly Jesus is to forget 
that the earthly humility was as necessary for Paul's gospel as was the 
heavenly exaltation. Julicher next deals with points of resemblance, 
particularly within the realm of the religious life. Nowhere else in the 
entire New Testament or in the ancient church is the piety of Jesus found 
with such fulness and warmth as in Paul (p. 53) ; and Jesus' conception of 
salvation as a life of love and obedience to the will of God is also the center 
of Paul's gospel. Paul set up his theology not in place of the religion of 
Jesus but around it (p. 72). Julicher, in the third place, tries to account for 
Paul's uniqueness without denying his real agreement with Jesus. This is 
done by noting three explanatory considerations: First, the peculiar cir- 
cumstances under which Paul became a Christian, second the difference in 
personal characteristics between him and Jesus, and third, the difference 
between the two in historical situation. This last explains the stress Paul 
lays upon the cross, but it would be absurd to say that without the cross 
there would have been no Christian religion. It was in Jesus' life, not in his 
death, that the seed of the new religion was planted. He indeed founded 
no church, proclaimed no dogma, and propounded no theology, yet he 
brought to the world a new religious ideal— a new piety; and though his 
followers came to revere him as a martyr and to believe him alive in heaven, 
it was still the power of his new ideal of the pious life and not the fact of 
his death that furnished the real basis for Christianity (pp. 69 f.). 

Meyer covers much the same ground as Julicher, though in a less 
argumentative and critical way, and arrives at a similar result. He con- 
cludes that the power of Jesus' holy life produced the early belief in his 
messiahship and resurrection, and made possible the conversion of Paul; 
so we must grant that the true founder of our religion is Jesus only (p. 103). 

Wustmann is not content to maintain so little. He thinks the important 
question for us is ultimately not whether one is right or wrong in making the 
life of piety fundamental or only incidental in the relation between Jesus 
and Paul, but whether we have before us in Jesus only a religious genius 
that created his gospel in the depths of his own heart as a message for the 
elevation, purification and instruction of humanity, or whether we have 
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in him the living Lord of whom Paul says God was in Christ reconciling 
the world unto himself (p. 83). Thus Wustmann seems not inclined to 
find the fundamental content of Christianity in the religious life of Jesus 
but in an interpretation of that life. He recognizes that Jesus was not a 
theologian in the Pauline sense, and it was not from this source that Paul 
derived his dialectic, but after his conversion he lived in Christ and thus, 
guided by the spirit of the risen Lord, he came to attach a spiritual signifi- 
cance to him which answered to Jesus' own self-consciousness and self -testi- 
mony. Hence we are not at liberty to choose Jesus or Paul but must still 
hold to Jesus and Paul, "Paul the true apostle and true disciple of his Lord 
.... and Jesus Christ, his Lord' and our Lord, whom we confess to the 
glory of God the Father" (p. 81). 

This general problem still needs further elucidation, notwithstanding 
the numerous booklets and magazine articles, some of which have been 
excellent, that have been given to its treatment. Not all writers define the 
elements of the problem clearly, nor is this always an easy thing to do. 
In the historical situation alone there are three distinct items: Paul, the 
pre-Pauline Christians, and the historical Jesus. It is not so difficult to deal 
with Paul by himself, for his letters as far as they go may be assumed to 
represent him accurately; but how shall we learn of his predecessors? 
A thoroughgoing examination of the Pauline epistles, to discover just 
what their author knew of the story of Jesus' life and teaching, would be 
pertinent to the enquiry, thus supplementing such information as may be 
derived from the gospels since these do not come directly from the first 
believers and are still farther remote from the earthly Jesus. Also it is 
hard to determine the exact relation between Paul and the first Christians, 
but it does not lend clearness to the discussion of the main question to slur 
over this point as some seem inclined to do. And to distinguish between 
Jesus and his first interpreters is also a difficult task. Wellhausen thinks it 
impossible, but Julicher, on another occasion 4 expressed his opinion to the 
contrary (though somewhat falteringly it is true), yet in the present study 
he has not always been careful to observe the distinction. Then there is 
the other perplexity of deciding what the fundamental thing in Christianity is. 
Surely it will be granted that if the enquiry is to be scientific in spirit one's 
answer to this question should not be made the major premise in his investi- 
gation. Moreover one ought to be concerned primarily to discover the 
fundamental thing for Jesus or for Paul, unprejudiced by what may seem 
to be the most essential thing in the religion of the modern Christian. 

4 Neue Linien in der Kritih der evangelischen Vberliejerung (1906), p. 56. 
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Dole,' Otto 6 and Resa* aim to get nearer the historical Jesus than the 
synoptic tradition as it now stands will take them, but their contributions 
are popular in character and so are deficient in critical value. Dole calls 
attention to the extreme scantiness, as he thinks, of our trustworthy knowl- 
edge of Jesus, yet he finds sufficient evidence to prove to him that Jesus 
should not be given any position of supreme uniqueness among other good 
men of the past. Some of his deeds and words when judged by a true 
standard seem to be thought actually immoral, the more worthy side of his 
work was not new, and it was not he but Paul who was principally respon- 
sible for the founding of Christianity. The Synoptic Gospels, or at least 
so much of them as suit the author's purpose, are used to illustrate incon- 
sistencies in Jesus' life and teaching, which are thought to bring him quite 
to the common level. This conclusion, however, is not based upon any 
thorough examination of the sources; and of all the recent investigations 
upon the life of Jesus, Schmidt's Prophet of Nazareth is the only work to 
which reference is made. The interest of the author seems to be more 
dogmatic than historical — he is chiefly concerned to show that the estimate 
which the church has put upon the person of Jesus is wholly fallacious. 
Otto, on the other hand, confines himself more strictly to historical back- 
ground, but he sets forth in only barest outline the story of Jesus' life and 
teaching. The evaluation of sources rests upon the well-known two-docu- 
ment theory. The picture of Jesus' career is the one with which readers of 
O. Holtzmann are familiar, and Jesus' message is seen to be concerned chiefly 
with the essentials of the inner spiritual life. His thinking was not per- 
vasively colored with eschatological ideas. Resa has conceived the idea 
of presenting separately the narrative of Jesus' life and the account of his 
teaching as it stood in the two original sources used by the first three evangel- 
ists. Hence the stories of the infancy and resurrection are omitted, and 
such other things as seem not to have belonged to the earliest form of the 
tradition. The author presents no elaborate defense of the critical prin- 
ciples which guide him in the selection of original matter, but the few remarks 
he cares to make are given in an appendix. Throughout, the material is 
arranged topically with such other devices of printing as give attractive- 
ness to the page and help the reader to grasp the meaning. 

5 What we Know About Jesus. By C. F. Dole. Chicago: Open Court, 1908. 
jriii+89 pages. $0.75. 

6 Life and Ministry of Jesus. By R. Otto. Chicago: Open Court, 1908. 85 
pages. $0.50. 

1 Jesus der Christus. Bericht und Botschaft in erster Gestalt. Von F. Resa. Leipzig 
und Berlin: Teubner, 1907. iii + 111 pages. M. 0.80. 
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In dealing with the resurrection of Jesus, Lake 8 intentionally confines 
himself to the historical side of the subject. His treatment falls into three 
main divisions. In the first place, all the narratives which have any serious 
claim to give information about the facts of the resurrection are collected 
and interpreted. Thus he examines the testimony of Paul, the accounts 
of the four gospels and Acts, the gospel of Peter, and the gospel according 
to the Hebrews. Secondly, he attempts to reconstruct from these sources 
the content of the earliest tradition. This requires him to retrace the 
lines of development underlying the growth of the narratives now extant. 
His guiding principles in this undertaking are two: intrinsic probability and 
transcriptional probability, to borrow terms from the field of textual 
criticism. That is, one is to seek that form of the tradition which is in 
itself the most probable, and to ask what elements in the present story can 
be eliminated as natural traditional developments of the others. These 
principles when applied reduce the extant tradition to its lowest terms, 
with the following result: Joseph of Arimathaea buried the body of Jesus 
on Friday evening, not however because of his secret discipleship but 
probably as a representative of the Sanhedrin in order that the Deuterono- 
mic law might not be violated. On Sunday morning some women visited 
an empty tomb in the vicinity, mistaking it for the one in which Jesus* 
body had been placed. The disciples had returned to their homes but 
their courage was gradually revived by appearances of the risen Lord, first 
to Peter in Galilee and afterwards to others, both in Galilee and in Judea; 
and thus they were led to return to Jerusalem to take up the Master's work. 
Here they met the women who told them of the empty grave, and so there 
was added the statement that the resurrection took place on the third day. 
The third division of the book is an attempt to discover the facts which are 
behind this earliest tradition, for example, Was the tomb empty ? Was the 
resurrection on the third day ? What significance is to be attached to the 
appearances? These questions are answered briefly. The grave was 
not empty. It was assumed to be so by the disciples the moment they 
experienced a vision of the risen Lord, and this inference was confirmed 
by the testimony (erroneous though it was) of the women. Special mention 
of the third day rests upon accidental inference from the experience of 
the women, but in later apology it was supplemented by Old Testament 
citations and by special interpretations of statements which Jesus had made 
while alive. The third question admits of a less definite answer. The 

8 The Historical Evidence for the Resurrection 0} Jesus Christ. By K. Lake. 
London: Williams & Norgate; New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1907. viii + 201 
pages. $1.50. 
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author believes the earliest tradition regarded the appearances as spiritual, 
the emphasis upon the material side in Luke and John being due to apologetic 
interests; but to explain the nature of a spiritual manifestation is difficult. 
The theory of subjective hallucination is rejected, and it is maintained 
that the disciples actually witnessed certain appearances dependent upon 
the spirit personality of the heavenly Jesus. How these are to be explained 
we are as yet unable to say, but the author thinks evidence collected by 
the Society of Psychical Research may ultimately shed new light on this 
elusive subject. Lake's treatment throughout is clear and candid. His 
readers may reject some of his conclusions, yet he has written an important 
book in a truly scientific spirit. 

It aids greatly in the study of the first three gospels to have them printed 
side by side with the parallel sections set off against each other. But if 
one attempts to prepare such a "Synopsis" he is at once confronted with 
the question, Which gospel shall be taken as the norm for determining the 
order of arrangement ? For example, shall Luke be followed in putting 
Jesus' rejection at Nazareth in the beginning of the ministry (Luke 4: 16-30) 
or shall it be placed in the later period where Mark has it (Mark 6:1-6) ? 
And shall the Sermon on the Mount be bulked as in Matthew or be broken 
up into parts and put in different contexts as in Luke? The method 
usually adopted makes Mark's order the basis for material common to all 
three gospels, follows Matthew for common material peculiar to Matthew 
and Luke, and arranges incidents peculiar to a single gospel in the most 
probable historical setting. The result of such procedure is disastrous 
for the continuity of the third gospel and sometimes seriously dislocates 
the order of the first. Only Mark remains intact. Huck,«> in the third 
edition of his Synopse, has done something to relieve the situation. He 
has adhered to the conventional method of making first Mark and then 
Matthew the basis for arrangement, but when a section of the text has 
thereby been disturbed a cross-reference is given to its original context, 
and where the break occurs a reference is given to the page upon which 
the removed section will be found. Thus one may, with a fair degree of 
convenience, read consecutively in any one of the three gospels. This is a 
marked improvement upon previous editions. As another new feature, 
he omits his former notes of the opinions of modern editors and gives instead 
the variants of the principal manuscripts and versions, and also extra- 
canonical fragments. A valuable Prolegomena has been inserted, the 
ParcUlelenregister has been improved — the subject-matter has been more 

9 Synopse der drei ersten EvangeHen. Von A. Huck. Dritte, ganzlich umgear- 
beitete Auflage. Tubingen: Mohr, 1906. xxxviii+208 pages. M. 4. 
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minutely subdivided and columns indicating parallels and doublets have 
been added. This is much after the manner of Burton's scheme in Prin- 
ciples of Literary Criticism (1904). Huck, however, makes no acknowl- 
edgment of Burton's work, so probably he is not to be charged with borrow- 
ing. More recently Huck 10 has issued a German translation of the Greek, 
using in the main Weizsacker's rendering. A new and more popular 
introduction has been written, and the analytical outline has been omitted. 
Even the index of passages has been left out, but the seriousness of this 
defect is somewhat lessened by printing the gospel references consecutively 
at the top of each page with references back or forth when necessary to 
the page where the passage occurs. Muller" had intended to issue a 
new Synopse on the basis of Weizsacker's translation, but since Huck has 
anticipated him he now publishes what would have been his Introduction. 
It is a contribution to the problem of arrangement, and advocates a Mark- 
Luke-M&tt. order instead of the usual Mark-Af att .-Luke order. The author 
accepts the two-document theory and is in general sympathy with the 
recent attempts at reconstructing the original source for Jesus' sayings 
(Q), but he contends that Luke, not Matthew, is the proper norm for 
indicating the original order of material in Q. Accordingly he gives a 
minute analytical outline for the grouping of the gospels. Miiller's pamphlet 
merits careful perusal by those who are interested in the question of the 
original literary arrangement of the gospel sources. While Q is receiving 
so much attention these days can we be quite sure that the Textfolge of 
Mark, from the standpoint of originality, is entirely beyond criticism? 

Shirley Jackson Case 
The University of Chicago 



Dr. Warfield states the purpose of his work 12 to be 
generally, to acquire a vivid sense of the attitude, intellectual and emotional, 
sustained by the several writers of the New Testament, and by the New Testa- 
ment as a whole, to our Lord's person .... particularly, to order the material 
in such a manner as to show that they thought of him above everything else as a 
Divine Person .... to throw into prominence the unitary presupposition by the 
entire New Testament of the Deity of our Lord. 

10 Deutsche Evangelien-Synopse mil Zugrundelegung der Uebersetzung Carl 
Weizsachers. Von A. Huck. Tubingen: Mohr, 1908. xvi + 150 pages. M. 4. 

" Zur Synopse. Von G. H. Muller. (Forschungen zur Religion und Literature 
des Alten und Neuen Testaments. 11. Heft.) Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und 
Ruprecht, 1908. 60 pages. M. 2.40. 

12 The Lord of Glory. A Study of the Designations of Our Lord in the New 
Testament, with Special Reference to His Deity. By Benjamin B. Warfield. New 
York: The American Tract Society, 1907. xi + 332 pages. $1.50. 
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When one considers the amount and character of the material which is 
discussed and the success with which it has been handled it is impossible 
not to recognize the hand of a master and to admire the knowledge, ability, 
and skill which the work discloses. Professor Warfield has achieved large 
success in respect to the general purpose of his work. Every reader of 
whatever school or opinion cannot fail to be impressed with the unitariness 
of the New Testament conception of Jesus and the supremacy which it 
uniformly accords him. The author is at considerable pains to show that 
this conception is that of the primitive church. To the present reviewer 
he seems here also to have written with strength and wisdom. But his 
treatment of the critical canon, that whatever the Apostolic writers attribute 
to Jesus that is not characteristic of their own belief has paramount trust- 
worthiness, is lacking in fairness. He rightly rejects the absurdity of the 
applications of the canon which some writers have made, but even his fine 
sarcasm fails to show that the canon is essentially unsound. 

But the particular purpose of Professor Warfield is to show that the New 
Testament conceived Jesus as God. His method of interpretation, however, 
can hardly escape the charge of being seriously defective in two respects. He 
does occasionally propose for a passage an interpretation which he appar- 
ently first projects as possible or, at most, probable; but when he next uses 
it this interpretation has moved into the realm of certainty, and ere he 
ceases to wield it in behalf of his thesis it is taken for granted. Professor 
Warfield's conclusions would in several instances be less dogmatically 
stated if he had not erred in this respect. Nor is it a less defensible pro- 
cedure to ignore or explain away data which do not accord with the con- 
ception of Jesus which the author seeks and finds in the New Testament. 
Examples of this may be found on pp. 232, 236, 237, 254. But his position 
can be saved only by such methods. 

Only general reference may be made to the interpretation of particular 
passages. Certainly Dr. Warfield frequently finds more in a text than 
the writer of it intended. We may illustrate by reference to three passages 
from the Synoptics of which he makes large use. He can hardly be justified 
in taking it for granted that Matt. 28:19 declares Jesus to be a sharer in 
the ineffable Divine Name. Nor is there any evidence that the refer- 
ences in Acts to "the Name" for which the disciples were persecuted 
connoted to either writer or readers the ineffable name of God. If, as our 
author insists, Mark 13:32 and Matt. 24:36 show that Christ claimed to 
be above all creaturely existences by setting himself over against and 
above the highest of them, the angels (Professor Warfield makes much 
of this), it as distinctly subordinates him to the Father. This Dr. Warfield 
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appears not to see. The present tense of Matt. 11:27 and Luke 10:22 
is made to bear too heavy a burden. It does not guarantee that any such 
eternal relation is asserted as Professor Warfield postulates. That the 
New Testament interprets Jesus as a divine person is patent enough. But 
the connotation of the terms used is to be determined, not by calling into 
requisition the theological formulations of the Nicene Fathers, but by 
an honest historical study of the New Testament and the soil out of which 
it grew. If the New Testament writers thought that Jesus was God they 
had abundant opportunity to say so. But a sound interpretation shows 
that they never do say this. The fact is Professor Warfield finds the 
Nicene theology in the New Testament simply because he imports it. 
He thinks the New Testament would be in confusion without it (see p. 238). 
As a matter of fact with it even Dr. Warfield cannot obviate confusion 
without ignoring a constant element of the New Testament record. 

John William Bailey 

OSHKOSH, WIS. 



None save specialists will seriously endeavor to keep pace with the 
steady output of literature on the Life of Jesus. Few even among specialists 
are constantly abreast of those works in this field that have serious worth. 
Obviously acquaintance with even the real and permanent advances 
in the knowledge of Jesus is beyond easy acquisition for most laymen. 
There is the barrier of language; so much that is best is in other tongues. 
It is a vital service, therefore, that is rendered by Professor Sanday in his 
survey of recent literature on the Life of Jesus. 13 And the work is marked 
by the author's characteristic excellences: openmindedness, candor, 
balance, sympathy, precision, in short, the judicial attitude. There is 
nothing equal to this work for the reader of English only who desires to 
know what the leaders of -New Testament thought in Germany and else- 
where are now setting forth as their convictions about Jesus. 

Sanday acknowledges adequately his indebtedness to Schweitzer's 
admirable Von Reimarus zu Wrede for the substance of his survey of recent 
studies. 14 Schweitzer includes in his work an extended statement of his 
own position on the main problems. Sanday finds himself much in accord 

J 3 The Life of Christ in Recent Research. By William Sanday. New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1907. vi + 328 pages. 

I * One could wish that Schweitzer were made available for English readers; pub- 
lishers could well spare some other German works, recently translated, but of narrower 
general interest, in favor of such a helpful broad sketch of movements and tendencies, 
past and present, in the interpretation of Jesus. 
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with Schweitzer, who is one of the most consistent and thorough-going 
expounders of the eschatological theory of the life and teaching of Jesus. 
In this theory, taken in its main features, Sanday finds a very large element of 
truth, confessedly new truth, for himself and for others. One main argu- 
ment for such a construction of the history, Sanday thinks, is found in the 
precise way it fits in with the eschatological attitude of mind that evidently 
prevailed in the early Christian community. Moreover, such an inter- 
pretation does not do that violence to the obvious meaning of the gospel 
records, as they stand, which is exercised by those who seek to avoid the 
eschatological conclusion. Under those forms of the theory fashioned by 
Schweitzer, Sanday seems ready to accept, in all of its main and far-reaching 
implications, the belief that Jesus was essentially an eschatologist in his 
conception of the kingdom of God. 

Is it to be granted then, as consistency seems to demand, that Jesus was 
in these things no more than a child of his generation, and was mistaken 
about the form and the time of the coming of the kingdom of God ? Here 
Professor Sanday's characteristic caution asserts itself. Caution is an 
admirable quality in this field, and takes on new attractiveness as exempli- 
fied in most of Sanday's work. One regrets, therefore, to find it leading to 
such an enormous and arbitrary leap in thought as the following: "What 
is the essential meaning of the kingdom of God? Is it not the asserted 
and realized sovereignty of God, divine influence and divine power felt 
as energizing in the souls of men? Is not this the eternal reality — as 
distinguished from any temporary expression — of what we mean by the 
phrase?" It can hardly be held that the critical question is what we 
mean; the sole problem in historical inquiry is what Jesus meant. When 
we know that, we shall know what we ought to mean. And to reach the 
definition given, Professor Sanday completely abandons, by a sudden and 
unexpected turn, the whole body of results reached and conclusions accepted 
by the eschatologists, and apparently, up to this point, by himself. For 
it surely is true that if recent research has led anywhere it has led dia- 
metrically away from such a content as that here given to the kingdom of 
God. So understood, the whole problem of consistency in the reputed 
words of Jesus about the kingdom remains where it was before the eschato- 
logical theory was advanced, and has to be attacked afresh. To vindicate 
his definition of the kingdom, Sanday chooses the single passage on the 
future of the kingdom that best lends itself to such a content (Mark. 9:1). 
But what of all the other sayings with an outlook upon the future? 

On the other hand, against Bousset's contention that the messianic 
idea was a heavy burden to Jesus, Sanday protests: "The whole notion of 
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a burden is pure modernism of the most gratuitous kind. That was 
not the way in which our Lord thought of the work that the Father had 
given him to do." This surely begs the question; it assumes that the 
work given was messianic. Joyfully Jesus did the assigned task, as Sanday 
contends. But is it proved that Jesus understood the task to be adequately 
subsumed as messianic? 

As with previous works that have come in recent years from the hands 
of Professor Sanday, this survey is one of the forms of preparation for the 
larger task he has set himself, the complete treatment of the Life of Jesus. 
Only in a secondary degree is there an endeavor to state personal views. In 
the main, these are found in certain chapters that do not deal with the 
content of recent literature. Among these, that on Miracles is a model 
of historical method and reasonableness. Not until Professor Sanday has 
the opportunity for complete and defended statement will it be possible 
to determine his solution of the serious problems in the records of the Life 
of Jesus that have been so bravely faced and unflinchingly challenged by 
scholars who have been led to hold consistently to the eschatological theory. 
Meantime, it is of profound interest and significance to observe the con- 
cessions made to this school by so conservative and fair a scholar as Pro- 
fessor Sanday. 

Henry Burton Sharman 

The University of Chicago 



SOME STUDIES IN THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM 

There is no preliminary work more important than the determination 
of the method of construction of our Synoptic Gospels. Every contribution 
to a solution of the many problems raised by the obvious relationships 
of these gospels must be warmly, welcomed by all workers in the New 
Testament field. Under the title Gospel Development 1 another study is 
given to the phenomena presented in the gospel records. Mr. Ward is of 
the opinion that the beginning was made by Matthew's Logia. Subsequent 
to this time, or about the same time as the production of the Logia, came 
the first draft of Mark, afterwards systematically arranged and enlarged. 
Shortly following this revision of Mark, Matthew's Logia was taken in hand, 
translated into Greek, arranged in regular discourses, like the Sermon on 
the Mount, and the denunciation of the scribes and Pharisees, to which other 
discourses were added, compiled mostly from Mark, like the charge to the 

1 Gospel Development. A Study of the Origin and Growth of the Four Gospels. 
By Caleb Theophilus Ward. Brooklyn: Synoptic Publication Company, 1907. 
xiii + 404 pages. $2 . 00. 



